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U.S.  101,  west  of  Candlestick  Park,  south  of 
Bayview)  Hill 
4991/87 


iproved  Planned  Unit  Development  in  order  to  build  a 
!  1.3  million  square  feet  of  office  space,  230,000  square- 
it,  50,000  square  feet  of  retail,  up  to  400  dwelling  units 

parking  stalls  in  a  combination  of  mixed-use  buildings 
'ing  approval  of  a  Planned  Unit  Development.  *  j 

:CANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL  ! 
.s  determination  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the 
iry  for  Resources,  Sections  15081  (Determining  Signi- 
y  Findings  of  Significance)  and  15084  (Decision  to 
ring  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Evalua- 
oject,  which  is  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City 


'or  Filing  of  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning  Commis-  j 

D  ber  4.  1982  . 
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Ex311        *Z  fee* 
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jlDate  of  this  Notice:         September  24,  1982  SAN  FRANCISCO 

j  Lead  Agency:    City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning 

450  McAllister  St.  -  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco  CA  94102 
I  Agency  Contact  Person:     pau1  Rosetter  Tel:  (415)  558-5260 

Project  Title:     82.197EC:    Executive  Project  Sponsor:     Campeau  Corporation 

Park  Conceptual  Plan 

Project  Contact  Person:     Jay  Mancini 

Project  Address:     area  east  of  u-s-  1 01 >  west  of  Candlestick  Park,  south  of 

Candlestick  (Bayview)  Hill 
'•Assessor's  Block(s)  and  Lot(s):      4991/87  ' 

I  I 
..City  and  County:     San  Francisco       =  | 
— _  j 

Project  Description:     Revise  approved  Planned  Unit  Development  in  order  to  build  a 
mixed-use  development  containing  1.3  million  square  feet  of  office  space,  230,000  square- 
foot  hotel,  a  hillside  restaurant,  50,000  square  feet  of  retail,  up  to  400  dwelling  units 
and  4,000  internal    and  external  parking  stalls  in  a  combination  of  mixed-use  buildings 
and  single-use  buildings;  requiring  approval  of  a  Planned  Unit  Develooment.  '  I 


TEIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL  ! 
IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.    This  determination  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the 
Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15081  (Determining  Signi- 
ficant Effect),  15082  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance)  and  15084  (Decision  to 
Prepare  an  EER) ,  and  the  following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Evalua- 
tion (initial  study)  for  the  project,  which  is  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning: 


Deadline  for  Filing  of  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning  Commis-  j 
sion:    QctohPr  4.  1 98?   . 

An  appeal  requires  1)  a    letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  the  appeal,  and  2)  a 
$35.00  filing  fee. 


Alec  S.  Bash,  Environmental  Review  Officer! 
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INITIAL  STUDY 
SAN  FRANCISCO  EXECUTIVE  PARK 
82.197E 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

The  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  San  Francisco  Executive  Park  Master 
Plan  was  certified  on  August  12,  1976  (E75.198,  City  Planning  Commission 
Resolution  7547).    Two  buildings  have  been  constructed,  a  third  has  been 
approved  and  a  fourth  is  in  the  planning  stages  as  part  of  the  original  Master 
Plan  proposal.    The  original  proposal  included  853,000  sq.  ft.  office  area, 
140,000  sq.  ft.  convention/restaurant/retail  area,  a  1 18,000-sq.-f t.  hotel  and 
3,900  parking  spaces,  for  a  total  commercial  development  of  1.1  million  sq.  ft 
(exclusive  of  parking  area).    Because  of  changes  in  design  (including 
additional  office  square  footage  and  the  introduction  of  housing)  and  in 
setting  conditions,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning's  (DCP) 
Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER)  has  determined  that  a  new  environmental 
evaluation  is  required  for  the  project. 

II.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  proposed  project  consists  of  a  mixed-use  development  including  office, 
residential,  retail,  commercial  (hotel  and  restaurant)  and  parking,  on  a 
52-acre  site  in  Assessor's  Block  4991,  Lot  82.    The  site  is  in  a  C-2 
(Community  Business)  Use  District  and  230-G  and  40-X  Height  and  Bulk 
Districts.    The  site  is  located  south  of  Bayview  Hill  and  Park  and  east  of 
U.S.  101  (see  Figure  1,  p.  3).    Candlestick  Park  is  east  of  the  site,  and  the 
Bay  and  an  undeveloped  State  park  (Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area) 
are  to  the  south.    The  Bayview  Hunter's  Point  residential  area  is  located 
north  of  the  site  beyond  Bayview  Hill  (also  known  as  Candlestick  Hill).  The 
Little  Hollywood  residential  area  is  located  west  across  U.S.  101  from  the 
site.    Southwest  of  the  site,  across  U.S.  101,  is  the  site  of  the  proposed 
Resource  Recovery  Facility  in  Brisbane. 

Four  buildings  have  been  approved  under  the  previous  Master  Plan  and  Master 
Plan  EIR.    Two  office  buildings  (known  as  OB  1  and  2)  have  been  completed 
between  the  site  and  the  Bay  and  a  third  building  (OB  3)  has  received 
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approvals  and  permits.    A  fourth  (OB  4)  is  planned  for  construction.  These 
four  buildings  are  part  of  the  original  San  Francisco  Executive  Park  proposal 
approved  in  1976  and  are  not  part  of  the  present  project.    For  the  purposes  of 
environmental  evaluation,  the  existing  buildings,  OB  1  and  2,  will  be 
considered  part  of  the  setting,  and  OB  3  and  4  will  be  considered  as  impacts 
of  cumulative  development  on  the  project  site. 

The  project  would  contain  the  following  uses: 


TABLE  1:    PROPOSED  USES  BY  GROSS  SQUARE  FEET/UNITS 


Use  Amount 

office  1.2  million  sq.  ft. 

hotel  230,000  sq.  ft. 

retail/restaurant  50,000  sq.  ft. 

residential  up  to  500  units 

parking  4,300  spaces 

SOURCE:    Rellmuth,  Obata  and  Kassabaum,  Inc. 


The  proposal  would  construct  office  uses  above  ground-floor  parking  levels  and 
residential  units  above  offices  on  the  northwest  portion  of  the  site.  Office 
uses  would  be  situated  on  the  mid-west  portion  of  the  site  facing  Executive 
Park  Blvd.,  and  residential  uses  would  be  constructed  on  the  eastern  portion 
of  the  site.    A  hotel  use  would  be  located  at  the  end  of  Thomas  Mellon  Dr. 
The  project  would  include  a  restaurant  located  on  the  hillside,  accessible  via 
a  funicular  (tramway)  from  the  hotel,  overlooking  the  other  portions  of  the 
development  with  a  view  of  the  Bay.    Figure  2,  p.  4,  is  a  site  plan  of  the 
project  which  shows  locations  of  proposed  uses  and  the  locations  of  buildings 
OB  1-4.    Proposed  office  and  office/residential  structures  would  range  in 
height  from  4  to  13  stories;  hotel  structure(s)  would  range  up  to  about  19 
stories.    The  design  is  conceptual  and  final  architectural  styles,  facade 
materials  and  colors,  detailed  building  massing  and  landscape  plans  would  be 
developed  in  consultation  with  the  Department  of  City  Planning  as  a  condition 
of  approval  of  the  proposed  Master  Plan.    The  exact  number,  type  and  projected 
sales  prices  of  residential  units  also  have  not  been  determined.    The  project 
would  be  constructed  in  about  8  phases,  with  a  2-year  completion  period  per 
phase. 
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The  project  sponsor  is  Campeau  Corporation  California;  the  project  architect 
is  Hellmuth,  Obata  and  Kassabaum,  Inc.,  San  Francisco. 

III.    SUMMARY  OF  FINDINGS 

The  following  items  have  been  determined  to  have  environmental  effects  which 
would  not  be  significant: 

Relocation  of  Residents  or  Businesses.  The  site  is  vacant  and  no  residents  or 
businesses  would  be  displaced  by  the  project. 

Airport  Noise.    Noise  levels  generated  by  air  traffic  from  the  San  Francisco 
Airport  would  be  below  recommended  levels  for  office  and  residential  uses. 

Construction  Noise.  Construction  noise  would  not  impact  other  uses  because  of 
the  site's  physical  separation  from  sensitive  receptors. 

Shadows.    The  project  would  not  result  in  new  shadows  on  public  open  space. 

Fire.    The  Fire  Department  indicates  that  it  would  have  adequate  capacity  to 
serve  the  proposed  project.    Additional  equipment  and  personnel  may  be 
required  to  serve  the  project  area  if  additional  development  should  occur. 
See  mitigation  measure  on  p.  18  to  reduce  the  need  for  Fire  Department  staff 
and  equipment  to  serve  the  project  site. 

Police.    At  this  time,  the  Police  Department  can  not  determine  whether 
additional  personnel  or  equipment  would  be  required  to  serve  the  project  site 
(see  mitigation  measure  on  p.  18). 

Schools.    The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  has  the  schoolroom 
capacity  to  serve  additional  children  from  the  development. 

Electric/Gas.  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  would  have  an  adequate  supply 
of  energy  to  meet  project  demand  without  the  need  for  additional  power  plants 
not  already  planned. 
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Communications  Systems.    Serving  agencies  have  the  capacity  to  serve  the 
project. 

Water.    The  existing  water  main  located  under  Executive  Park  Blvd.  would  be 
extended  to  provide  service  to  the  project  site.    The  Water  Department 
indicates  that  this  main  would  have  adequate  capacity  to  serve  the  project  at 
full  buildout. 

Sewer.    New  lines  or  an  augmented  sewer  line  system  would  need  to  be  installed 
to  serve  the  project.    The  Department  of  Public  Works  indicates  that  the 
existing  sanitary  sewer  system  on  Harney  Way  and  that  the  Southeast  Wastewater 
Treatment  Plant  have  adequate  capacity  to  serve  the  site. 

Solid  Waste  Collection  and  Disposal.    The  Sunset  Scavenger  Company  would  be 
able  to  collect  wastes  from  the  project  site;  the  fill  site  has  the  disposal 
capacity  to  accept  wastes  from  the  site. 

Hazards.  The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  a  mitigation  measure  on  pp.  17-18 
to  provide  for  an  emergency  plan  to  correspond  to  the  City's  plan. 

Historic/Archaeologic.    An  archaeological  reconnaissance  of  the  site  was 
undertaken  by  Miley  Paul  Holman  in  1976  (included  as  part  of  the  original  San 
Francisco  Executive  Park  EIR,  certified  August  12,  1976,  on  file  with  the 
Department  of  city  Planning).    No  surface  indications  of  archaeological 
remains  on  or  near  the  site  were  found.    The  project  would  not  affect  a  known 
archaeologic  resource;  no  historic  structures  are  located  on  the  site.  The 
project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  the  mitigation  measure  on  p.  18  in  the  event 
archaeologic  resources  are  discovered  during  project  construction. 

POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

The  project  potentially  could  have  significant  environmental  effects  in  the 
following  areas,  and  these  will  be  included  in  the  EIR  on  the  project:  land 
use  compatability,  project  effects  on  Candlestick  State  Park  and  Candlestick 
Hill  open  space,  urban  design,  visual  effects,  wind,  population,  employment, 
housing,  transportation,  circulation  (including  cumulative 
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effects),  effects  of  freeway  noise  on  the  project  uses,  air  quality,  geology, 
seismicity  and  hydrology,  energy  use,  biology,  and  growth  induction. 


III.    INITIAL  STUDY  CHECKLIST 


A.    GENERAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

1.  Would  the  project  conflict  with  objectives  and 
policies  in  the  Comprehensive  Plan  (Master  Plan) 
of  the  City? 

2.  Would  the  project  require  a  variance,  or  other 
special  authorization  under  the  City  Planning 
Code? 

3.  Would  the  project  require  approval  of  permits 
from  City  Departments  other  than  DCP  or  BBI,  or 
from  Regional,  State  or  Federal  Agencies? 

4.  Would  the  project  conflict  with  adopted 
environmental  plans  and  goals? 


Yes  Maybe  No    N/A  Disc, 


The  relationship  of  the  project  to  the  Comprehensive  Plan  will  be  evaluated  in 
the  EIR. 


The  project  may  be  subject  to  Discretionary  Review  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission.    The  project  would  require  a  rezoning  from  the  40-X  Height  and 
Bulk  District. 


B.    ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


Yes    Maybe        No     N/A  Disc. 

1.    Land  Use.    Would  the  proposed  project: 


a.    Be  different  from  surrounding  land  uses?  _X_ 

b.     Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement 
of  an  established  community? 
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The  EIR  will  discuss  the  relationship  of  the  proposed  land  uses  in  the  project 
to  existing  surrounding  land  uses,  and  the  potential  land  use  effects  of  the 
project  on  existing  uses,  including  Candlestick  Hill  open  space,  Candlestick 
State  Park,  and  the  Bayview  Hunter's  Point  and  Little  Hollywood  residential 
areas. 


2.    Visual  Quality  and  Urban  Design.    Would  the 
proposed  project: 

a.  Obstruct  or  degrade  any  scenic  view  or  vista 
open  to  the  public? 

b.  Reduce  or  obstruct  views  from  adjacent  or 
nearby  buildings? 

c.  Create  a  negative  aesthetic  effect? 

d.  Generate  light  or  glare  affecting  other 
properties? 


Yes  Maybe  No    N/A  Disc 


The  project  would  result  in  a  change  in  the  appearance  of  the  project  site, 
which  is  now  primarily  heavily  disturbed  open  space.    The  project  would  be 
visible  from  U.S.  101  and  from  Bayview  Park  and  Candlestick  Point  State 
Recreation  Area,  but  views  of  the  site  from  other  locations  may  be  partially 
or  totally  blocked  by  the  elevated  freeway  or  landforms.    There  are  no 
buildings  immediately  adjacent  to  the  project  site.    The  architectural  style 
has  not  been  determined.    The  EIR  will  discuss  the  visibility  and  appearance 
of  the  project  and  will  analyze  potential  view  blockage  from  neighborhoods. 


3.    Popul ation/Employment/Housing.    Would  the 
proposed  project: 

a.  Alter  the  density  of  the  area  population? 

b.  Have  a  growth-inducing  effect? 

c.  Require  relocation  of  housing  or  businesses, 
with  a  displacement  of  people,  in  order  to 
clear  the  site? 

d.  Create  or  eliminate  jobs  during  construction 
and  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  project? 

e.  Create  an  additional  demand  for  housing  in 
San  Francisco? 


Yes  Maybe  No    N/A  Disc 
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The  EIR  will  discuss  population,  employment,  housing,  and  growth-inducing 
effects  of  the  project.    The  site  is  vacant  and  no  jobs  or  residents  would  be 
displaced  by  the  project. 


4*    Transportation/Circulation.    Would  the 

construction  or  operation  of  the  project  result 
in: 

a.  Change  in  use  of  existing  transportation 
systems? 

b.  An  increase  in  traffic  which  is  substantial 
in  relation  to  existing  loads  and  street 
capacity? 

c.  Effect  on  existing  parking  facilities,  or 
demand  for  new  parking? 

d.  Alteration  to  current  patterns  of 
circulation  or  movement  of  people  and/or 
goods? 

e.  Increase  in  traffic  hazards  to  motor 
vehicles,  bicyclists  or  pedestrians? 

f.  A  need  for  maintenance  or  improvement  or 
change  in  configuration  of  existing  public 
roads  or  facilities? 


Yes  Maybe  No    N/A  Disc. 


g.    Construction  of  new  public  roads?   X  

The  transportation  and  circulation  effects  of  the  project  will  be  analyzed  in 
the  EIR  and  will  include  pedestrian  and  vehicular  traffic  and  transit  demand 
generated  by  the  project  in  relation  to  existing  conditions,  capacity  and 
service  levels  on  local  streets,  freeways  and  transit  systems,  including  peak 
hour  demands  and  the  influence  of  Candlestick  Park  traffic.    The  proposed 
interior  roadway  system  will  be  described  and  analyzed.    The  project  would 
include  parking  facilities  and  the  proposed  supply  will  be  compared  to  the 
projected  demand.    Effects  of  cumulative  development,  including  the  project, 
will  be  analyzed  for  the  above  topics. 
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Yes    Maybe    No     N/A  Disc. 

5.  Noise. 

a.     Would  the  proposed  project  result  in 
generation  of  noise  levels  in  excess 

of  those  currently  existing  in  the  area?    X        X 


b.     Would  existing  noise  levels  impact  the 

proposed  use?    X      X 


c.     Are  Title  25  Noise  Insulation  Standards 

applicable?  _X_        X 

Construction  activities,  including  excavation,  grading,  foundation  prepration, 
steel  erection  and  finishing  would  generate  higher  noise  levels  at  the  site 
than  currently  exist.    Pile  driving  would  not  be  required  for  foundations 
(Jack  Ritter,  Vice  President,  Williams  and  Burrows  General  Contractors, 
written  communication,  September  6,  1982).    Because  the  site  is  physically 
separated  from  potentially  noise  sensitive  land  uses  (residences), 
project-related  construction  noise  would  not  adversely  affect  these  land  uses 
during  construction  phases. 

After  project  completion,  increased  noise  levels  would  be  associated  primarily 
with  increased  vehicle  traffic  at  the  site.    Airport  noise  would  not  be 
expected  to  affect  the  project.    The  Airport  Noise  Abatement  Control  Center 
takes  noise  readings  in  various  locations  to  monitor  noise  from  the  airport. 
The  closest  reading  to  the  project  site  is  recorded  in  Brisbane  with  the 
highest  (exterior)  reading  for  the  month  of  June  at  59  dB  Ldn  within  a  24-hour 
period.    Interior  noise  levels  from  this  reading  would  be  reduced  by  15-20  dBA 
with  closed  windows  (FHWA,  February  8,  1972,  Policy  and  Procedure  Memorandum 
90-2;  and  May,  D.N.,  1978,  Handbook  of  Noise  Assessment).    Readings  are 
weighted  by  a  factor  of  3  between  the  hours  of  7  p.m.  to  10  p.m.  and  by  a 
factor  of  10  between  the  hours  of  10  p.m.  to  7  a.m.    Noise  readings  at  the 
project  site  from  airport  sources  would  be  lower  than  the  reading  at  Brisbane 
(Louis  Gouygou,  Noise  Abatement  Technician,  San  Francisco  International 
Airport,  telephone  communication,  July  14,  1982).    The  maximum  noise  level 
allowed  by  State  law  for  airport  noise  is  70  dB;  the  Environmental  Protection 
Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan  allows  a  maximum  of  60  dB  for 
residential  use  of  land  and  65  dB  for  office  uses  without  any  special 
provisions  for  noise  abatement  in  construction. 
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Noise  from  traffic  on  U.S.  101  dominates  the  noise  environment  near  the 
freeway;  project  residences  could  be  affected  by  this  noise  unless  separated 
by  structures  or  distance.    While  the  majority  of  housing  is  proposed  at  some 
distance  from  the  freeway,  some  units  would  be  located  near  the  freeway. 
Effects  of  freeway  noise  on  these  units  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR.    Title  25 
requires  that  interior  noise  levels  for  residences  not  exceed  40  decibels 
(dB);  this  requirement  would  be  applicable  to  the  project. 


6.    Air  Quality/Climate.    Would  the  proposed  project 
result  in: 

a.  Violation  of  any  ambient  air  quality  standard 
or  contribution  to  an  existing  air  quality 
violation? 

b.  Exposure  of  sensitive  receptors  to  air 
pollutants? 


Yes  Maybe  No    N/A  Disc 


c.  Creation  of  objectionable  odors?   X_ 

d.  Burning  of  any  materials  including  brush, 

trees,  or  construction  materials?   X_ 

e.  Alteration  of  wind,  moisture  or  temperature 
(including  sun  shading  effects),  or  any  change 

in  climate,  either  locally  or  regionally?  X_ 


Air  quality  effects  from  project-related  construction  and  traffic  will  be 
analyzed  in  the  EIR.    A  model  of  the  project  will  be  tested  in  a  wind  tunnel 
and  the  results  presented  in  the  EIR. 

The  project  would  not  cast  any  shadows  on  existing  buildings  or  public  open 
space. 


Yes  Maybe  No    N/A  Disc 


7.    Utilities  and  Public  Services.    Would  the  proposed 
project  have  an  effect  upon,  or  result  in  a  need 
for  new  or  altered,  governmental  services  in  any 
of  the  following? 

fire  protection 
police  protection 
schools 

parks  or  other  recreational  facilities 
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maintenance  of  public  facilities  __X  X 

power  or  natural  gas  X"  X 

communications  systems  _X  X 

water  _X  X 

sewer/storm  water  drainage  X  X 

solid  waste  collection  and  disposal  X  X 


Fire  flows  at  the  site  are  adequate  to  serve  the  existing  site.    Response  time 
to  the  site  is  about  2.5  minutes  from  Fire  Station  44,  located  at  1298  Girard 
Street.    The  project  would  incorporate  all  emergency  response  systems 
stipulated  by  the  Life  Safety  Code  including  fire  alarms,  an  automatic 
sprinkler  system,  an  emergency  communication  system,  an  emergency  power  supply 
and  an  on-site  emergency  water  supply.    These  measures  would  reduce  hazards  to 
building  occupants  during  an  earthquake  or  fire.    An  additional  aerial  ladder 
company  and  crew  may  be  needed  if  additional  development  were  propsed  in  this 
area.    The  project  itself  would  not  generate  a  need  for  additional  personnel 
or  equipment  in  order  to  serve  the  site  (Cornelius  Murphy,  Chief,  San 
Francisco  Fire  Department,  written  communication,  August  2,  1982).  See 
mitigation  measure  on  p.  18. 

The  site  is  in  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department's  Potrero  District.  The 
site  has  a  low  crime  rate  compared  to  the  Potrero  District  and  to  the  City  as 
a  whole.    Response  time  is  3  minutes  for  high  priority  calls  (robbery,  rape 
and  assualt  in  progress).    At  this  time,  the  Police  Department  cannot 
determine  what  effect  the  project  would  have  on  its  operations.    The  effect 
would  be  primarily  determined  by  the  amount  of  development  in  each  phase  and 
conditions  in  effect  at  that  time  (Sergeant  Libert,  Planning  and  Research 
Division,  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  telephone  communication,  July  26, 
1982  and  written  communication  July  21,  1982).    The  project  would  incorporate 
mitigation  measures  to  reduce  the  need  for  additional  police  services  to  serve 
the  site  (see  p.  18). 

The  project  would  include  housing  and  thus  probably  would  have  some  school  age 
children  as  residents.    San  Francisco  public  schools  have  experienced 
declining  enrollments  over  the  past  several  years  and  could  accommodate  an 
increase  in  school  age  children  from  the  project  (San  Francisco  Unified  School 
District,  Proposal  for  Leasing  and  Selling  Vacant  Property,  April  29,  1980, 
pp.  28-29). 
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Residents  and  employees  at  the  project  would  increase  the  demand  for 
recreation  space.    Bayview  Park  and  Candlestick  Hill  are  located  just  north  of 
the  site.    Increased  usage  of  Candlestick  Hill  by  project  residents  would 
increase  the  potential  for  grass  fires  and  erosion.    Recreational  facilities 
would  probably  be  included  in  residential  structures,  although  no  formal  plans 
exist  at  present.    A  State  recreation  area  (Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation 
Area)  is  located  to  the  east  of  the  project  site.    Increased  demand  for 
recreational  facilities  by  project  workers  and  residents  will  be  discussed  in 
the  EIR. 

The  increased  traffic  volumes  generated  by  the  project  would  result  in 
additional  wear  on  local  roadways.    If  streets  and  street  lights  within  the 
development  were  dedicated  to  the  City,  the  City  would  be  responsible  for 
their  maintenance. 

Utility  and  public  service  facilities  to  provide  gas,  electricity,  telephones, 
water  and  sewers  would  be  installed  to  serve  the  project.    The  facilities 
would  meet  all  applicable  codes;  utilities  would  be  installed  under  ground. 

In  order  to  serve  the  project  gas  and  electricity  lines  would  have  to  be 
extented  to  structures  from  present  mains  which  are  located  under  Executive 
Park  Blvd.    PG&E  has  projected  energy  demands  in  its  service  area  (which 
includes  the  Bay  region)  20  years  in  the  future,  based  on  land  use  patterns 
and  market  activity.    According  to  PG&E  projections,  it  will  have  adequate 
supply  of  energy  to  meet  the  demand  without  the  need  for  additional  power 
plants  not  already  planned  (Hudson  Martin,  Supervisor,  Energy  Economics, 
Economics  and  Statistics  Department,  PG&E,  telephone  communication,  May  27, 
1982). 

Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Co.  previously  installed  adequate  facilities 
to  supply  the  office,  retail  and  hotel  area  approved  in  the  previous  San 
Francisco  Executive  Park  Master  Plan.    Because  of  the  additional  office  floor 
area  and  the  introduction  of  residential  uses  now  proposed,  additional  work 
may  be  required  on  Blanken  Ave.  near  Bayshore  Rd.  and  near  Executive  Park 


13 


Preliminary  -  Subject  to  Revision 

Blvd.,  but  excavation  would  not  be  required  along  the  length  of  the  street 
between  these  two  points  (Joseph  Richards,  Outside  Plan  Engineer,  Pacific 
telephone  and  Telegraph,  telephone  communication,  July  21,  1982). 

Water  demand  is  projected  to  be  roughly  140,000  gallons  per  day.    New  lines 
would  have  to  be  added  to  proposed  buildings  from  the  existing  water  main 
located  under  Excecutive  Park  Blvd.    This  main  is  large  enough  to  meet  the 
projected  demand  (Cy  Wentworth,  Estimator,  San  Francisco  Water  Department, 
telephone  communication,  August  20,  1982). 

The  project  site  has  two  seperate  sewer  systems,  sanitary  sewers  and  storm 
sewers.    The  storm  sewers  are  sized  to  accommodate  storm  runoff  from  the 
site.    There  are  12-inch  sanitary  sewers  that  exist  in  the  developed  areas  of 
the  site.    New  sanitary  facilities  would  have  to  be  connected  to  the  existing 
system  or  an  entirely  new  system  would  have  to  be  constructed  and  connected  to 
the  2 '6"  x  3 '9"  interceptor  sewer  under  Harney  Way  in  order  to  accommodate  the 
proposed  structures.    The  existing  sanitary  system  already  connects  to  the 
Harney  Way  interceptor  system.    Average  wastewater  generation  is  projected  to 
be  roughly  110,000  gallons  per  day.    The  Southeast  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant 
located  on  Jerrold  Ave.  between  Phelps  and  Quint  Sts.  receives  flows  from  the 
site.    This  plant  has  the  capacity  to  accept  projected  flows  from  the  project. 
(J.M.  dela  Cruz,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  written 
communication,  August  25,  1982). 

The  Sunset  Scavenger  Company,  in  collaboration  with  Solid  Waste  Engineering, 
provides  solid  waste  collection  and  disposal  services  to  the  site.    Wastes  are 
currently  disposed  of  at  a  fill  site  in  Mountain  View;  the  contract  for  this 
site  expires  in  1983.    Arrangements  are  being  finalized  for  a  5-year  contract 
on  a  site  in  Altamont.    Solid  waste  generation  from  the  project  is  projected 
to  be  8.6  tons  per  day  at  full  buildout.    The  company  could  provide  service  to 
the  site;  access  to  the  site  is  adequate  for  collection  trucks.    The  company 
recommends  installation  of  trash  compactors  whenever  possible  (Leo  Maionchi, 
Manager,  Solid  Waste  Engineering,  telephone  communication,  July  23,  1982). 
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8.  Biology. 

a.    Would  there  be  a  reduction  in  plant  and/or 
animal  habitat  or  interference  with  the  move- 
ment of  migratory  fish  or  wildlife  species? 


Yes  Maybe  No    N/A  Disc. 


b.  Would  the  project  affect  the  existence  or 
habitat  of  any  rare,  endangered  or  unique 

species  located  on  or  near  the  site?   X  

c.  Would  the  project  require  removal  of  mature 

scenic  trees?  X 


The  EIR  will  discuss  the  biological  conditions  of  the  site  including,  any  rare 
or  endangered  species  of  plant  or  wildlife  that  exist  on  the  site  ,  what 
habitat  would  be  removed,  and  lanscaping  proposed  as  part  of  the  project. 

Yes  Maybe  No    N/A  Disc. 

9.  Land,    (topography,  soils,  geology)    Would  the 
proposed  project  result  in  or  be  subject  to: 

a.  Potentially  hazardous  geologic  or  soils 
conditions  on  or  immediately  adjoining  the 
site  (slides,  subsidence,  erosion  and 

liquefaction)?  _X  

b.  Grading  (consider  height,  steepness  and 
visibility  of  proposed  slopes;  consider  effect 

of  grading  on  trees  and  ridge  tops)?  _X  

c.  Generation  of  substantial  spoils  during  site 

preparation,  grading,  dredging  or  fill?   X  

The  EIR  will  discuss  the  geologic  conditions  of  the  site,  soil 
characteristics,  proposed  grading  plan,  soil  stability  and  the  potential  for 
erosion.    The  grading  plan  has  not  been  completed  at  this  time,  and  removed 
earth  may  be  redistributed  over  the  site  or  disposed  of  at  an  off site  location. 

Yes  Maybe  No    N/A  Disc. 

10.  Water.    Would  the  proposed  project  result  in: 

a.    Reduction  in  the  quality  of  surface  water?  X_  


b.    Change  in  runoff  or  alteration  to  drainage 

patterns?  X 


c.    Change  in  water  use? 
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d.    Change  in  quality  of  public  water  supply  or 
in  quality  or  quantity  (dewatering)  of 

groundwater?   X  

Hydrologic  aspects  of  the  site  and  effects  of  the  project  will  be  analyzed  in 
the  EIR. 


Yes  Maybe  No    N/A  Disc. 

11.  Energy/Natural  Resources.    Would  the  proposed 
project  result  in: 

a.  Any  change  in  consumption  of  energy?  _X  

b.  Substantial  increase  in  demand  on  existing 

energy  sources?   X  


c.    An  effect  on  the  potential  use,  extraction, 
conservation  or  depletion  of  a  natural 
resource? 


The  project  would  represent  an  increase  in  energy  consumption  on  the  site. 
Projected  energy  consumption  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR;  project-related 
consumption  will  be  compared  to  PG&E's  projected  demand  and  supply. 

Yes  Maybe  No    N/A  Disc, 

12.  Hazards.    Would  the  proposed  project  result  in: 

a.  Increased  risk  of  explosion  or  release  of 
hazardous  substances  (e.g.,  oil,  pesticides, 
chemicals  or  radiation),  in  the  event  of  an 
accident,  or  cause  other  dangers  to  public 

health  and  safety?   X  

b.  Creation  of  or  exposure  to  a  potential  health 

hazard?   X  

c.  Possible  interference  with  an  emergency 

response  plan  or  emergency  evacuation  plan?  X  X_ 

No  explosive  or  hazardous  materials  would  be  manufactured  on  the  site,  nor 
would  any  public  health  hazard  due  to  project  operation  be  expected.  The 
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sponsor  has  agreed  to  the  mitigation  measure  on  p.  17-18  of  this  Initial  Study 
to  reduce  the  effect  of  the  project  on  the  City  in  the  event  of  a  major 
disaster  or  emergency. 


13.  Cultural .    Would  the  proposed  project: 

a.  Include  or  affect  an  historic  site,  structure 
or  building? 

b.  Include  or  affect  a  known  archaeological 
resource  or  an  area  of  archaeological 
resource  potential? 

c.  Cause  a  physical  change  affecting  unique 
ethnic  or  cultural  values? 


Yes  Maybe  No    N/A  Disc, 


An  archaeologic  reconnaissance  of  the  site  and  a  records  search  revealed 
neither  surface  indications  of  archaeological  remains  or  recorded  archaeologic 
resource  on  the  site  (Miley  Paul  Holman,  Assistant  Curator,  Anthropology 
Museum,  San  Francisco  State  University,  Report,  March  23,  1976,  published  in 
the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  San  Francisco  Executive  Park,  EE 
75.198,  Certified  August  12,  1976,  Volume  II,  Appendices,  p.  109).  The 
potential  exists  for  materials  to  be  present  on  the  site  and  to  be  uncovered 
during  project  construction.    The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  the  mitigation 
measure  on  p.  18  in  this  event. 

Community  and  neighborhood  groups  and  residents  will  be  contacted  to  elicit 
their  concerns  about  the  potential  effects  of  the  project  on  existing 
neighborhoods. 


C.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 


Yes  No  Disc. 


Are  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  project?  _X_ 
Are  other  mitigation  measures  available  X 


The  following  measures  are  proposed  as  part  of  the  project: 
Hazards 

An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  the 
project  sponsor  or  building  management  staff,  in  consultation  with  the 
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Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency  Services  (OES),  to  insure  coordination  between 
the  City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the  project's  plan  and  to 
provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  The 
project's  plan  would  be  reviewed  by  the  OES  and  implemented  by  building 
management  before  issuance  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  of  final 
building  permits. 

Cultural 

Should  evidence  of  significant  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  be  found  at 
the  site  during  project  excavation,  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  and 
the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  would  be 
notified.    The  project  sponsor  would  select  an  expert  archaeologist  to 
help  the  office  of  Environmental  Review  determine  the  significance  of  the 
find  and  whether  feasible  measures,  including  appropriate  security 
measures,  could  be  implemented  to  preserve  or  recover  such  artifactrs. 
The  Environmental  Review  Officer  would  then  recommend  specific  mitigation 
measures,  if  necessary,  and  recommendations  would  be  sent  to  the  State 
Office  of  Historic  Preservation.    Excavation  or  construction  which  might 
damage  the  discovered  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  maximum 
of  four  weeks  to  permit  inspection,  recommendation  and  retieval,  if 
appropriate. 

Utilities  and  Public  Services 

The  project  would  provide  internal  security  measures,  such  as  security 
guards,  well -lighted  entries,  alarm  systems,  and  emergency  communication 
systems,  power  supply  and  water  supply  for  office  uses  to  minimize  the 
need  for  police  and  fire  services  and  to  reduce  hazards  to  building 
occupants  during  an  earthquake  or  fire.    See  also  the  mitigation  measure 
above  concerning  hazards. 

The  project  design  would  incorporate  low-flow  faucet  and  toilet  fixtures 
to  reduce  water  consumption. 

Other  measures  will  be  included  in  the  EIR  as  appropriate. 
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D.  ALTERNATIVES 

Yes  No  Disc, 

Were  other  alternatives  considered?  X  X 


The  following  alternatives  will  be  compared  to  the  environmental  effects  of 
the  proposed  project  in  the  EIR. 

1.  No  project  alternative,  including  use  of  the  site  for  open  space. 

2.  Development  of  the  San  Francisco  Executive  Park  Master  Plan  approved  in 
1976. 

3.  No  construction  of  buildings  above  the  100  foot  elevation. 
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E.    MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE 

Yes  No  Disc. 

1.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the  quality 
of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of  a 
fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife  population 
to  drop  below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate  a 
plant  or  animal  <  or  eliminate  important  examples  of  the  major 
periods  of  California  history  or  prehistory? 

2.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve  short-term, 
to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term,  environmental  goals? 

3.  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental  effects  which 
are  individually  limited,  but  cumulatively  considerable? 

4.  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse  effects  on 
human  beings,  either  directly  or  indirectly? 


5.    Is  there  a  serious  public  controversy  concerning  the 
possible  environmental  effect  of  the  project? 


Public  interest  has  been  raised  concerning  development  of  this  site. 
On  the  basis  of  this  initial  evaluation: 

  I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 

environment,  and  a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning. 

  I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant 

effect  on  the  environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in 
this  case  because  the  mitigation  measures  in  the  discussion  have  been 
included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.    A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will 
be  prepared. 

X      I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment,  and  an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 

Robert  W.  Passmore 

Assistant  Director  -  Implementation 

for 

Dean  Macris 
Director 


Date: 
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DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


STATE  AGENCIES 

Air  Resources  Board 
Evaluation  and  Planning 
1800  15th  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95816 
Attention:    Mr.  Don  McElfresh 

State  Department  of  Transportation 
(CalTrans)  -  District  4 
Engineering  Services  Branch 
150  Oak  Street,  Room  404 
San  Francisco,  CA  94119 
Attention:    Mr.  Robert  Sieker 

State  Office  of  Intergovernmental 
Management  (10  copies) 
State  Clearinghouse 
1400  Tenth  Street,  Room  121 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 
Attention:    Ms.  Anna  Polvos 

Governor's  Office  of  Planning 
and  Research 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 
Attention:  Ms.  Heidi  West 

REGIONAL  AGENCIES 

Alameda-Contra  Costa  County 
Transit  District 
508  -  16th  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94612 
Attention:    Mr.  Don  Larson 

Association  of  Bay  Area 
Governments 
Hotel  Claremont 
Berkeley,  California  94705 
Attention:    Mr.  Charles  Q.  Forrester 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District 
939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94109 
Attention:    Mr.  Irwin  Mussen 


Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit 
District 
800  Madison  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607 
Attention:    Ms.  Barbara  Neustadter 

California  Archaeological  Site  Survey 
Regional  Office 
Cabrillo  College 
600  Soquel  Drive 
Aptos,  CA  94003 

Golden  Gate  Bridge  Highway 
&  Transportation  District 
P.O.  Box  9000,  Presidio  Station 
San  Francisco,  CA  94129 
Attention:    Mr.  Dale  W.  Luehring 

Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission 
Hotel  Claremont 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 
Attention:    Ms.  Franceen  Lyons 

San  Mateo  County  Transit 
District 
400  South  El  Camino 
San  Mateo,  CA  94402 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

City  Planning  Commission 
450  McAllister  St.,  Fifth  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attention: 

Tony  Rosenblatt,  President 
Susan  Bierman 
Roger  Boas 
Norman  Karasick, 

Alternate  for  Roger  Boas 
Eugene  Kelleher,  Alternate 

for  Richard  Sklar 
Jerome  Klein 
Yoshio  Nakashima 
C.  Mackey  Salazar 
Richard  Sklar 
Lee  Woods,  Commission 

Secretary 
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Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attention:  Mr.  Robert  Levy 

San  Francisco  Bay  Transportation 
Terminal  Authority 
P.O.  Box  3366,  Rincon-  Annex 
San  Francisco,  CA  94119 
Attention:    Herb  Okubo 

San  Francisco  Department  of 
Public  Works 
City  Hall,  Room  260 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attention:    Mr.  Jeffrey  Lee 

San  Francisco  Department  of 
Public  Works 

Traffic  Engineering  Division 
460  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attention:    Mr.  Scott  Shoaf 

San  Francisco  Department  of 
Public  Works 
Mechanical  Section 
45  Hyde  Street,  Room  222 
San  Francsco,  CA  94102 
Attention:    Mr.  Ray  G.  Danehy 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francsco,  CA  94102 
Attention:    Edward  E.  Murphy 
Chief,  Division  of  Planning 
and  Research 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
MUNI  Planning  Division 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  204 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 
Attention:    Mr.  Peter  Straus 

San  Francisco  Committee  for 
Utility  Liaison  on  Construction 
and  Other  Projects  (CULCOP) 

c/o  GES  -  Utility  Liaison 

City  Hall,  Room  363 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attention:    Mr.  Joseph  Corollo 


San  Francisco  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attention: 
Mr.  Jonathan  H.  Malone,  Secretary 

Mayor's  Economic  Development  Council 
480  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attention:    Mr.  Richard  Goblirsch 

San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission 
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San  Mateo  County  Planning  Department 
590  Hamilton  Street 
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119  Nueva  Avenue 
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San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Bayview  Hunters  Point  Community 

Development  Corporation 
1715  Yosemite  Avenue 
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San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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564  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Heller,  Ehrman,  White  & 
McAuliffe 
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San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attention:    Mr.  Robert  Gibney 
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4536  -  20th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 
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100  Whitney  Young  Circle 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
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Attention:    Mr.  Stanley  Smith 
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Attention:    Mr.  Richard  Morten 
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13  Columbus  Avenue 
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San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
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Attention:    Mr.  Salindel,  President 
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168  Leland  Avenue 
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100  Whitney  Young  Circle 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
Attention:    John  Christian 
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Attention:    Rufus  Garrett,  Director 

Bayview-Hunter1 s  Point 
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San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Mr.  Jay  Mancini 
Campeau  Corporation 
681  Market  Street 
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